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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the following communication: Amendment filed 07/02/08. This 
action is made final. 

2. Claims 1-7 and 9-36 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 14, 25 and 31 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-7, 10-19, 21-29 and 31-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jobs et al (Pub No. US 2005/0149879 A1; hereinafter Jobs) in view of Brooks 
(Patent No. 6008809; hereinafter Brooks). 

As to claim 1, Jobs teaches: 

A method in a computing system for providing a user interaction scheme (e.g., see [0006] and 
Fig. 4) comprising: 
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minimizing an application upon receiving a minimize command (e.g., see [0029], [0030] and Fig. 

4); and 

revealing a tile in a sidebar to represent the minimized application in response to the minimize 
command (e.g., see Fig. 4) the sidebar configured to display a plurality of tiles corresponding to a plurality 
of applications (e.g., note the docking area having a plurality of tiles corresponding to a plurality of 
applications; further note that tiles represented for application windows 3, 5 are not included in the 
docking area because application windows 3, 5 are not in minimized states, see Fig. 7); 

While Jobs teaches that the minimization of application windows can take a variety of forms such 
as reducing them in size, replacing them with representative symbol so that they occupy a minimal 
amount of space on the display screen (e.g., see [0006] and [0031]), Jobs does not expressly teach the 
tile includes one or more interactive application features, said one or more interactive application features 
providing selected functionality of the application to the user without removing the application from the 
sidebar. 

Brooks teaches a sidebar (e.g., dynamic window 212 in Fig. 6; note the dynamic window can 
moved to the side of the desktop and the size can be adjusted, see col. 12 lines 21-39); wherein the 
sidebar configured to display a plurality of tiles corresponding to a plurality of applications (e.g., see Fig. 
14 and col. 7 lines 32-53). With regard to claim 1 , Brooks teaches the tile includes one or more 
interactive application features (e.g., see Fig. 14), said one or more interactive application features 
providing selected functionality of the application to the user without removing the application from the 
sidebar (e.g., see Figs. 15, 16). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the sidebar display of Jobs to include the feature of displaying tiles with one or more interactive 
application as taught by Brooks to achieve the claimed invention because Jobs suggests to the skilled 
artisan that the minimization of application windows can take a variety of forms such as reducing them in 
size and that the minimized representation can be any form of image or data that occupies a small area 
on the display and provides the user with some indication of the nature of the window it represents (e.g., 
see [0006] and [0031]). One would have been motivated to make such a combination is to enable the 
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user to view several application simultaneously without having to repeatedly arrange and size each 
individual window (e.g., see Figs. 6-10, col. 2 lines 10-20). 

As to claim 14, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument given above for 
rejected claim 1 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Jobs teaches displaying, without user interaction other than the user command, a tile 
representing the minimized application (e.g., see [0029], [0030] and Figs. 4, 7). Jobs does not expressly 
teach the tile include at least a sub-set of interactive features belonging to the minimized application. 
However, this limitation is disclosed by Brooks (e.g., see Fig. 14 and col. 7 lines 32-53). Therefore, 
combining Brooks and Jobs would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as set forth above in 
claim 1. 

In regard to claim 25, claim 25 reflects the system comprising a processor for performing the 
steps as claimed in claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale (e.g., see Jobs Fig. 1). 

In regard to claim 31, claim 31 reflects the system comprising a processor for performing the 
steps as claimed in claim 14, and is rejected along the same rationale (e.g., see Jobs Fig. 1). 

As to claim 2, Brooks further teaches wherein the one or more interactive application features 
include a sub-set of the original application features (e.g., see Fig. 14 and col. 7 lines 32-53). Thus, 
combining Brooks and Jobs would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed with 
respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claim 3, Brooks further teaches wherein the one or more interactive application features 
include all of the original application features (e.g., see Figs. 14-16 and col. 7 lines 32-53). Thus, 
combining Brooks and Jobs would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons as discussed with 
respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claims 4 and 15, Jobs teaches providing, in the tile, access to additional features not 
available in the application (e.g., see [0034]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/644,967 
Art Unit: 2179 



Page 5 



As to claims 5 and 17, Jobs teaches further comprising hiding an application window upon 
receiving the minimize command (e.g., see Fig. 1 and [0006]). 

As to claims 6, 7 and 18, 19, 29, 35, Jobs further suggests to the skilled artisan that the docking 
area which manages the positions of the minimized representations (e.g., see [0032]-[0034]; note that the 
docking area displays tiles corresponding to minimized applications). As well-known in the art that the 
taskbar is used to identify windows which are active including both those which are maximized and 
minimized (e.g., see evidently support in Ording et al., Pub. No US 20070288860, [0016]). Jobs does not 
expressly teach hiding a taskbar application button or an alt-tab entry associated with the application 
upon receiving the minimize command. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement this limitation in view of Jobs because the user 
can now access to the minimized application using docking area; therefore, hiding the taskbar application 
button associated with the minimized application would save memory and thus speed up processing time. 

As to claims 10, 21, 26 and 33, Jobs teaches comprising providing the user with a restore button 
accessible through the tile to allow the user to maximize the application (e.g., see [0027]). 

As to claims 11, 22 and 27, Brooks teaches providing an available features selection module for 
allowing selection of the one or more interactive features for display in and accessibility through the tile 
(e.g., see Figs. 14-16 and col. 7 lines 32-53). Thus, combining Brooks and Jobs would meet the claimed 
limitations for the same reasons as discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

As to claims 12 and 23, Brooks teaches allowing a user to determine a size of the tile (e.g., see 
Figs. 17-20). Thus, combining Brooks and Jobs would meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons 
as discussed with respect to claim 1 above. 

In regard to claim 13, claim 13 reflects a computer storage medium for performing the steps as 
claimed in claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale (e.g., see Jobs Fig. 1). 
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As to claim 16, Jobs teaches inserting a tile in the sidebar for providing access to the application 
(e.g., see Fig. 5). 

As to claims 28 and 34, Jobs teaches special controls for allowing removal of the application 
from the sidebar (e.g., see [0006] and Fig. 5). 

As to claim 32, Jobs further teaches revealing a tile in a sidebar configured to host the tile within 
the user interface, wherein the sidebar includes a plurality of tiles corresponding to a plurality of 
applications (e.g., note the docking area having a plurality of tiles corresponding to a plurality of 
applications; further note that tiles represented for application windows 3, 5 are not included in the 
docking area because application windows 3, 5 are not in minimized states, see Fig. 7). 

In regard to claim 24, claim 24 reflects a computer storage medium for performing the steps as 
claimed in claim 12, and is rejected along the same rationale (e.g., see Jobs Fig. 1). 

5. Claims 9, 20, 30, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jobs in view of Brooks as applied to claims 2, 16, 25, and 31 and further in view of Straub et al 
(Patent No US 6216141 B1; hereinafter Straub). 

As to claims 9, 20, 30, and 36, Jobs and Brooks teach the limitations of claims 2, 16, 25 and 31 
for the same reasons set forth above. Jobs and Brooks do not expressly teach access to the sub-set of 
application features through a fly-out menu accessible through the tile / displayed in the tile. 

Straub teaches a sidebar having a plurality of tiles for displaying a plurality of interactive data 
sources (e.g., items 156, 158, 160 in a channel bar 144 as shown in Fig. 5). Particularly, Straub teaches 
access to a sub-set of application features through a fly-out menu accessible through the tile / displayed 
in the tile (e.g., see Figs. 5, 6 and col. 9 lines 7-54). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature of the fly-out menu as taught by Straub 
to the method as taught by Jobs and Brooks to achieve the claimed invention. The motivation for the 
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combination is to allow the user to access to additional information relating to the selected tile (e.g., see 
Figs. 5, 6). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed on 07/02/08 have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art references 
and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is 
relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one 
having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33,216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) 
(quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275,277 (CCPA 1968)). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to TuyetLien (Lien) T. Tran whose telephone number is 571-270-1033. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Friday: 7:30 - 5:00 (every other Friday off). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

/TuyetLien T Tran/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



/Weilun Lo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2179 



